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REPORT OF SELECT COMMITTEE. 


Mr. Sprance: 
Your seloet cuszmittee, to whom was referred the * Report 

of the Board of University Rezents of the Territory of Wash- 
ington.” beg leave to submit the following report on the financial 
pari of the “ Regent’: Report,” relating particularly to the 
~ Mutilated reeeiot.” “Profit. on fractions not accounted tor.” 
e Loss on unauthorized sales.” and “Error alleged to have been 
made in Abstract ‘G` as difference between legal teaders.ve= 
ceived and coin paid eut:’ i 
First. That the mutilated receipt was a EE one, in a 
business transaction; that Mr. Bagley did turu over to tke Trea 
surer and Seuretary the sum of $6,959 24. Your committee 
arrive at that eonclusion for the TOOSE reasons : pS DE 
lst. That on the Treasurer’s book we find promissory “notes: 

&c., turned oser by McGill to Thomas Mercer, Treasurer of the 
University, amounting to $9,688 36, which notes must have been 


` - Ena z 4 3 ` : 7 ‘a -Y 
received from Mr Bagley. On final account of H. M. Weill, 
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geting treasurer, we find $1,29 Ob in notes, We., in addition t> 
those found on the treasurer» book, which, added to the 86,959 24 
receipt, would make $3,859 1s; showing S120 13 more on the 
treasurer's book than woul! be required to cover the mutilated 
receipt. 

2d. In Council Journal, i286, Frank Clark, Secretary of 
the Board of Regents, makes the folowing report Dee, Ist, 
1869, viz. 


i) 

“The receipts trom the sale of lanes since Dee, Hb, 1561 
umonnt to ŠIS 748 08: expenditures to Sto.215 73, Balance 
due University from lat aceount of Commissioner, 8420 Of ; 
leaving now on hand, to the credit of the University, in notes, 
drafts, ete., $6,959 24;” being the exact amount of the inutilated 
receipt, and showing that the amount the receipt calls for was 
then in the hands of the Muiversity Reagents, and not in the 
hands of Mr. Bagley at the time of the report, viza, Dee, Isi, 
1862. 

3d. If we had no other evidence of the genuineness ot the 
receipt, the “cash book” shows a fall settlement on Nov. 18th, 
3262, which would vive Mr. Bacley the credit he claims, even if 
this much talked of “mutilated reesipt” was not now nor never 
had been in existence 

We append a copy of the setth ment an shown by the eash 
book : 

“ The University of the Territory of Washington in account cur- 
rent with D, eee Edmund Carr and Jolin Webster, from 


Dec, 4th, 1361, Nov. 15th, 1862: 
To disbursements, as per abstract A,”..... rere, $10,215 To 
Balance due Universiiv. aa. 6,939 24 
i SIIT 07 


- 


By balance due University from last year’s account.. S126 94 


NS 
N 
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apal c g] ` yy, wavet aos i 2 
Roceipts since date of last account ............... LE TAS 03 
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Uxrversiry BruiLDiNas, | 
Seattle, W. T., Nov. 18th, 186%. { 

The above aveount current having been examined with the 
records and papers on file, it was fonnd to be correct in every 
particular, and is approved by the Board of Regents. 

By order of the Board. 

HENRY M., McGILL, 


President Board of Regents.” 


The $30 68 referred to on page 16, “ Report of the Board 
of University Regents,” as “amount paid by Mr. Bagley to Mr. 
McGill,” was a diiferent transaction, a different receipt. The 
$6,059 24 was, according to Frank Clark’s report of Dec. Ist, 
1862, then in the hands of the University Regents, “in notes, 
drafts, ete.,” and also aceurding to the cash book, which the Re- 
gents take as evidence, we find that Mr. Bagley did settle on the 
13th day of November, 1802, by paying $6,959 24 to said Re- 
gents, and that he did pay on same date $30 G8 as per account 
current of treasurer, and we know of no reason in law or justice 
why the transaction cannot be bona fide, because two receipts, 
for two different transactions, for two different amounts, are dated 
the same day. 


The Board of Regents are in error when they say that ‘ Mr, . 
Bagley makes report to the Legislature, dated Nov. Oth, 1862, 
seven days after this receipt purports to have been given, in 
_which he states that he has this identical balance of $6,959 24 
still in his hands.” 


Your committee find the orivinal report in the hands of the 
Regents, dated 


r 


“Universiry COMMISSIONERS” OFFICE, } 
Seattle, W. T., Nov. 10th, 1862,” 


heing three days be‘ore the date of the receipt, which shows that 
Mr, Bagley stated truly when he reported the amount of $6,- 
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§@ 24 “still in his hands,” for he does not elaim to have turned 
over that amount to the University Regents until Nov. 18th, 
1862. For the above reasons we think that Mr. Bagley should 
be credited with the $6,959 24, and that gross injustice has been 
done him in the “ Report of the Board of University Regents” 


in this matter. 


Second, Your committee find Mr. Bagley charged by the 
Board of Regents, page 1s, with $2,042 25, “profits on frac- 
tions not acevunted fer.” The amount spoken of was created 
as follows: The University sold fractional sections of lands for 
$1 50 per acre in 1501-2, and expended the amount thus derived 
in building the University. When the “land list” containing 
these fractions went on to Washington for approval, it was re- 
jected by the Commissioner, and the fractions thus sold to parties 
and held by them with a University deed were not University 
lands, and it became necessary, to secure the titles of these lands, 
to buy them in at the land sales; the University being compelled 
to do this to secure the purchasers in their titles, sustain the 
credit of the University, and re-locate other lands for those re- 
jected. For this trouble the Regents gave him the 25 cents made 
on selling University lands for $1 50 per acre and buying United 
States lands at land sales tor $1 25 per acre, as per resolution of 
Board of ®egents, which we find by referring to the * Journal 
of proceedings of the Board of Regents of the University of the 
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Territory of Washington, Sept. l~t, 1883. 


“On motion it was 

“ Resolve:?, Phat tke surplus amount derived to the Univer- 
sity, caused by the withdrawal of the fractional pieces of land 
under the ruling of the Land Commissioner, be appropriated 
toward the necessary expens.: of the President of Buard of 
Commissioners in atiending to Ue e+ ving of the rights of the 
purchacers, and re-locating lands in the place of those with- 
drawn.” 


Now, the University did not lose one centin the transac- 
actlon, and the profit of twenty-five cents per acre was small pay 


~ 
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for what labor Mr. Bagley was compelled to perform, and your 
committee think that he deserves eredit for the able manner in 
which he managed this difficult transaction. Also, your commit- 
tee believe that the resolution referred to did give the President 


of the Board of Commissioners just what it states, viz : 


“That the surplus amount derived to the University, caused 
by the withdrawal of the fractional pieces of land, be appropri- 
ated towards paying the necessary expenses of the President in 
attending to the securing of the rights of purchasers, and in re- 
locating lands in the place of those withrawn.” 


The surplus amount thus derived is charged by the Board 
of Regents of 1867 to Mr. Bagley, when it was ordered to be 
used in securing titles to purchasers and re-locating other lands 
in place of those rejected by the Commissioner of the General 
Land Office, by the Board of Regents, Sept. Ist, 1863. 


Now, is it right or just, after Mr. Bagley has used the 
money as ordered, for the purpose stated, for a new Board of 
Regents to come in four years after and charge him withit? We 
think not. Therefore it should not be charged to him in final 
settlement. i 


Third. We refer the House to page 18, “ Report of the - 
Board of University Regents,” in relation to abstract “Fy” or 
“Joss on unauthorized sales.” 

Your committee differ with the Board of Regents in this 
matter. We assert that abstract “ F”, was not for lands sold,’ 


but is a legal tender schedule (see abst'act “ F”) showing the 
amounts recéived and disbursed by Daniel Bagley. He received 
$18,755 00 in Legal tender and payed out $13,886 28 in legal 
tender, leaving a balance of $4,868 72 in legal tender to be ac- 
counted for, which is accounted for by vouche's aceording to ab- ` 
stract “ G,” to the amount of $3,408 10 in coin. 


Now, supposing that Mr. Bagley sold the $4,868 72 legal 
tender at seventy cents, he would have received in coin the 
amount the vouchers call for, viz: $3,408 10; buthe ie charged 


i 
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with the Jhoana 2 legal tender, which shows on the books the 
same as coin. 

Where Mr. D: elev is in error, is in not having his vouchers 
at legal tender raes. Tf they hal heen, they would have 
amounted to S4s58 78: but is if justice, when he produces the 
value of the leal tenders in vouchers, that he should be charged 
with the loss, when in faet, there is no loss sustained, for the 
$3,408 10 ecin is qual in value to the $4565 72 legal tenders? 

Therefore, in justiee, he should receive the credit of 
$1,460 GL it being ac impossibility for him to receive any bene- 
fit in the transaction; thesefore ve do not agree with the Board 
of Regents that the $1,460 21 is an error and cannot be allow- 
ed, but would also plaee that amount to his credit. 

Your committee have aajusted ibe accounts of Mr. Bagley 
as presented to us by the Board of Revents, taking the books, 
to “RY and made a care 


4 


account eurrent, abstracts from “A 
ful examination of the same, find the sum of cieht hundred and 
fourteen dollars and seventy-six cents ($814 76): due to Mr. 
Baelgy, as President of the Beard of Commissioners, «3 per fal- 


lowing statement : 


DANIEL BAGLEY Dr 

To 42,715.38 acres of land, sold at $1 50 per acre $64,073 07 
“ Interest collected as per abstract “A”...... 1,964 51 
« Articles sold BA a " a area 701 59 
« Titles tobe secured “ s a O a , 997 95 
“ Amount dne to Daniel Bagley to balance ... B14 76. 

Ta est ce eee seeker. e DERN $68,551 88 
OREDIT. 

By disbursements to Dec. 4th, 1861............ $30,400 69 
“ e Abstract “A,” Nov. 13th, 1862. 10,915 73. 
“c és es e G re a E ARE 20,976 22 
“ Receipt dated Nov. 18th, 1869......0..0.,, 6,959 34 


Total actos PEALII cere ROR BAT RA 
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One item on page 29, “Report of the Board of University 
regents,” reads as ree 


“By th: Teasurer’s r-port thore woul] seem tu be 84,78) T1 
interest now du: to the University fund; $2,317 50 of this 
mount is due froin one person, and is worthless.” 


This refers to the Chambors altair. That was H. M. Me- 
Gill's tranagetion; it occurring January 20th, 1563, while Mr. 
Bagley was in Washington city. Therefore Mr. Bagley is in no 
way responsible for it. : 

Your committee, after a thorough examination of the Uni- 
versity Aecounts, arrive at the following conclusions: That it is 
evident that the Board of University Regents did not thoroughly 
examine the books and papers in their possession, thereby making 
many errors in their report which should have been avoided. 


The Resents found in Council Journal, page 21, 1869 3, (a 
report) where an error occurred in printing the date of Mr. Bag- 
ley’s report, making it read * Nov. 20th, 1862, seven days after 
this receipt purports to have been given,” when they had in their 
possession the original report of Mr. Bagley, dated “ Seattle, W. 
T., Nov. 10th, 1862.” 


They also had Mr. Bagley’s cash book, which fally explained 
the “ mutilated receipt.” It is true that Mr. Bagley has not kept 
his books strictly according to rule, yet your committee cannot 
find any place where they show an intention to cover up or mys- 
tify with intent to do wrong. And we think, had the Regents 
thoroughly examined the books and papers in their possession, 
without prejudice, they could have settled the University busines3 
without any treable whatever. 

We would thererre recommend a final settlement of this 
vexed question by the Legislative Assembly, in accordance with 
our report. by paying to Daniel Bagley the sum of $814 76 out, 
of the University fund, as shown by our statement. 


Also recommend a full and complete settlement be made of 
ithe University business every year by the Board of Regents, and 
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also recommend the payment of ($1,500) fifteen hundred dollars 
out of the Territorial Treasury for two years’ service which we 
consider due Mr. Bagley, as per voucher now in the hand» of 
the University Regents, in accordance with the law of the Ter- 
ritory passed Jan. 11th, 1861. 

Our sincere thanks are due to the Rev. H. K. Hines for the 
aid and assistance he has rendered us in looking over, examin- 
ing, and furnishing us with the books, papers, &c.,; of the Uui- 
versity, which were in his hands. 

PARK WINANS, 
JOHN W. BRAZEE, 
IRA WARD. 


